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Despite a clear relationship between feedback in

“experiential settings and hebghtened efficacy, it is— — -

unclear if general feedback occurring outside purely

~experiential settings impacts preservice teacher self-

éfficacy. The presenf study inﬁestigated the relatibnship

between 'self-efficacy in preservice teachers and ‘simple hut

‘salient feedback from a non-expériential

suggested that lcw-impact non-experiential feedback had

minimal effect on.teacher efficacy, and that  the minimal_

effect was primarily due to changes in general teaching

efficacy

source. - Results
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af

sting the Limits of

- Non-experiential Feedback

-~ -~ - The-role and-function-of-teachers have received -much =~~~ ~—
attention in the educational literature. Recently,

considerable focus ‘has been placed on scome of. the “human”

variables ihrteachihg,bsuch as ﬁeacher’motiVation énd,self—
R efficggyrbeLiéfs>(e;ga,>Chester;&»Beaudin7fi996; G;bsgr—&—vv T —‘547
WD€m567“1984770266n/WI§967”Sbédak"&”T%dé11771996f”T§Eﬁ§ﬁﬁéﬁ;”"”“"‘;";;”*
Mofan, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Self-efficacy, in
,papticglaﬁf,has_sprﬁécgd?d&fa”%eeminmjylimportant,uariableﬁ,,
that serves to contribute to overall teacher motivation.
According to Bandura (1986, 1989), one’s self—efficacy
beliefs serve a mediating and predictive function for one’s
level of motivation when confronting a task. Drawing upon
the work of Bandura (1977, 1986) and Gagne’ (1985), Chester
and Beaudin (1996) noted that “[t]lhe motivation to pursue a
task or challenge (such as teaching in an urban school)
arises from individuals’ internalized goals, needs, and
aspirations, which are dependent on the self-efficacy

mechanism” (p. 235). As such, the step from seif-effi«

L]

) v
el

peliefs to motivation scems to be a short one.




Bandura originally conceptualized self-efficacy as a

two factor construct that includes both outcome

expectations following from certain behaviors and personal

~beliefs concerning-one’s ability to perform those - - —— — -

behaviors. Band@ﬁg»proposed that thengonfidenceA(bgliéf)
- o ;hatmqne»ﬁas'in a—cerfainjbehavioﬁ tO'bLiﬁé-abouL.a:ée;Lain
édtédme intera;ts with‘fhe>belief one hasﬂin ﬁis of her
rfabilify to actual;yfcarry out thatfbéhayior~tp‘resgltT;ma

Tactual behavior by thHe indi Jgule¥

vidua l:T T Furthermore, Bandura
(1997) suggested four arecas that may serve as sources of

..efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious learning,
social/verbal persuasion, and emotional/physioclogical
arousal. Each of these may contribute in varying degree to
the development of eflicacious bheliefs about a given task.

Among the first to extend Bandura’s model to teachers

were Ashton and Webb (1982). They proposed that Bandura's
first element of outcome expectations corresponded to a
teacher’s helief about whether or not teachers and/or
teaching methods could impact a student’s learning and
motivation. This factor was called teaching efficacy,

later to be called general teaching efficacy (GTE) in the

literature {Tschannen-Moran et al., 1898). Ashton and Webb

(1982) also proposed that Bandura’s second element




belief in his or her own

ability to perfcrm in such a way that would bring about

increased learning and motivation in students, including

~ those that -may be wifficult-to reach. - This factor was - - -

called personal efficacy, later to be called personal

teaching efficacy (PTE) . 7

‘In -a -climate of -educational--reform -(Cuban,-.1920). . -

TTTTUrésearch Tim T teachin g effectiveness and motivation has = 77

burgeoned. The study of self-efficacy reliefs, in

_.particular, has consistéently shown teacher_efficacy to_he

assocliated with a variety of effective teaching bchaviors
and attitudes (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). For example,
teachers with high efficacy are less critical of student
errors (Ashton & Webb, 1986), tend to persist longer with
struggling students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), exhibil greater
enthusiasm for teaching (Allinder, 1994; Hall, Burley,
Villeme, & Brockmeier, 1997}, and have greater commitment
to teaching (Coldarci, 1992; Evans & fribbie, 1986} .

With a considerable number of studies supporting the
close relationship between efficacy and effective teaching
behaviors, some researchers have subseqﬁently attempted to

positively impact efficacious beliefs in teachers throcugh




inservices or other professional development activities

(Ohmart, 1992; Ross, 199%4; Stein & Wang, 1988). Resnlts

from these studies suggest that self-efficacy in

— - —-experienced teachers-is-a reletively -stable-construct—over- —-— -

time and that gains in efficacy are often lost after
cessation of the intervention.

Self-efficacy in Preservice Teachers

w-m - .- .Studies attempting to-impact efficacy in-presesrvice- - - .. .. .o
T T T Tteachers, however, have proven more fruitiunllT As noted by T T T

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), “[tlhe development of

“teacher efficacy beliefs among .prospective teachers has. .
generated a great deal of research interest because once
efficacy beliefs arc established, they appear to be

somawhat resistant to change” (p. 2

(&)

5)Y. Presumably, thi:

il

difference between preservice and practicing teachers is
due to the formative nature of a preservice teacher’s
beliefs about his or her teaching. A teacher-in-training
may be more receptive to instructional feedback.
Additionally, teaching observations and/or experiences may
be more salient for someone yet to forecless on a carcer
identity.

For example, Volkman, Scheffer, and Dana (189%2)

studied the positive effects of field-based reflective
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focusing on preservice teachers have found that scli-

efficacy is often enhanced in the context ol learning

avail themselves of fecedback from experiences, collcagsues,

- supervisors, and/or the general social environment

(Ciifford & Green),i996; Gor'

ell & Capron, 1989, 10490;

.- - ~Ramey-Gassert.-& Shroyer,.-1922; Watters: & Ginns, 19¢

form of environmental feedback by which the preservice

_teachers can cvaluate and compare Lhelr own perceived
abilities with what would be considered effective teaching.
One result of such feodbéck tends Lo be enhanced self-
efficacy.

More specifically, experiential activities, snuch as
Leaching practica or other mastery experiences, seem Lo
have greater impact on the PTE of preservice teachers
{(Housego, 1992; Hoy & Woolfolk, 19%90; Sia, 19222). Such
experiences allow for a direct evaluation of one’s
abilities as a teacher. GTE, however, may bc foslered less
by experiential activities and more by vicarious learning

or verbal persuasion, such as that received in college

relationships -in which preservice teachers are able to -

TTWiTson, 199y T The common element In these studies Is some



Tschannen-Moran et ¢

‘Research Questions . -

L Tihile a fairly clear link has been established bhetween - -

experiential feedback (in a variety of settings) and

~preservice teacher self-cfficacy, it 13 lcss cortadn

whether or ncot general fecdback that occeurs outside of

~—purely.experiential settings-.(e.qg., comments. from---. - - ... -

Tin S'L'fu'(;‘"l'_'O'J:‘S ;T iesearch findings, tex t.’b’o’o};;s’,"’é’t”c’.’)'"hés: dlf o e
impact on preservice teacher snlf-afficacy. The present

_study ‘addressed _tws research_questions aelated to rnis,
issue:
J. What {s the eoffect of a simple paragraph concerning the
positive ahilitics of prescervice and nowly agraduated
tw=achers on the PTE and GTE of prescrvice teachers?  Such
feedback may resemble that received by education students
from callege texts or vefbally-from instructors, thereby
helping to assess the social/verbal persuasion source of
efficacy postulated by Bandura (19%97). Based on pricr
research, it was predicted that, if an effect was obscrved,
GTE would increase more than PTE due to the naturc of the

feedback. The [eedback was designed as a “weak treatment”
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ragrap

non-experiential feedbhack of this sort,

2. Does saliency of the feedback mediate ifts effect on I'TE

and GTE? - Tt-was predicted that larger - -efiects-wonld Joe oo o

ohserved from presarvice teachers that held higher lovels

0

of agreement with»thé treatment paragraph. -

Melhod

—oubtdectly T ronsisUed Ul TIAE T RS I Uedchey Yy T T T T T

female, 10w male) enrolled in an educational psychnloagy

SLourLoe Ahod > slale unlversit Yo b U osodtihweso .o o

sophaomores, 28% Jjuniors, 700 scniors, 1 graduate).  Hean
age wag 21074 (8D = 2,023, Subiject othnicity wag as

follows: Caucasian (H2Y), Afrvican dmerican (1), Hispanic
(8%) and other (27Y. Parlivipation was voluntary and had

ne impact on the subjects’ course grade.

Instruments

Tcacher Efficacy Scale (TES). FSeveral vesearchers

have doveloped instruments to assass levels of offlcancy in
teachers (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Soodalk & Pedoll, 19%c;

Wocolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Socdak and Podell (19%&) and

]
[
[e]]
s
[
b

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1992) discuss the r

strengths and weaknesses of many of tnese attempts teo



s

formulations., Historical

howevetr, Gibson and Deasbo! o

Ly

(1984) Teacher Efficacy Scale has been the predominant

-~ -instrument used-in-Lhe measurement of Leacher of Filoac

(Roas, 1994y,

Tt has also served ag a point of origin in

many later studlies atlempling Lo develoor alloernative

Lnstruwonents (THFhAGHHH"MULdﬁ>wL al., 1““9).

Fee o - Th@ l6~item S@lf*f@pOEt—T:SrwaS»USQ( in the pr@f@ng~ —— e

"W”’"*’stﬁaywtOmHSSESS'ﬁéﬁéﬁéf'éifjfabvuiﬁwfﬁﬁwﬁ?ﬁﬁ6’fi

teachers. Use of the TES with preservice teachers has

;f;”yimldodVrOthbloxﬂpd,Vﬂﬂid;ﬁﬁﬂpos;in:ﬁrnijQHEQN}hfL§§ f,_j
(Corrcll & Hwang, 17295 Guyten, 199d; Ligge & Marso, 170ed;
V@lkman et al., 1392; Woolfolk & oy, 1030). subhjects usad
a six point Likert scale anchored at “strongly disagqree”
and “strongly agree” to respond to items such as: “Tho
amount that o student can learn is primarily 1olatoed Lo
family background” (GTh) . Scores on items were averaged to
yield total scores o the twoe sub-scales: FUE (5% it ems)
and GTE (7 items). Sim ttems on the GTE sub-scalo wore
reversc scored so that high scores on both sub-scales would

indicate high efficacy.

Stimulus paragraph. The treatment group read a

fabricated paragraph designed to bolster heliefs of




T LT - s beltselicacy YYD

Ceflficacy (see Appendix) . The paragraph tormat an boeonton

wore sclected to reprcsenl @ low-impact treatmeal to Cosgl

; Lhe iimiL#rqi Lhé eﬁféc£ ofﬁnqn—ﬁﬁbéfiontial Cocdback an
R ’17~3;L15f3%i5(IE€EE%}f" Tfif”}u.nTrL{i',yQ]TG,J Foeaed vl e o I
Lalagraph V?{gigy;:fllgfq:y\h‘t ivi ﬁ“'_V'(,:*iﬂlflfi?;_i‘?U?‘Li" -
saliency of paragiupli. Tn order ro assoss solisncy ob L
- the'paragraph-ful LhHrsnbjecL, each‘rospond@ht rabted his nf
- === - hor agreement- tf"——thfe/ l"ﬁffi'?”f?}f’l”ﬂ o (‘afs—i ropoint ikert scale -

/";énchmihd;af’“5tr6hquwdigﬁﬁfﬁﬁ”*ﬁﬁd'WﬁﬁrﬁnalyéédTgéwf'V7
Treatment subjects were then asked to briefiy write thein
_opinien on.Why proservice feachers are consideiedoslicclive.
as noted in the paragraph.  Conlrol sulbvjocts also wrote
Lheir epintion concerning the unitelated pavagraph.
Teaching experience,  Subjects scelf-reportoed Uhe
number af heurs they have participated in toaching relatod
aclivitiaes. They reported hours per activity per day perv
month; these data were then aggrcegated to the highest leovel
to yield a total number of teaching expericence hour:s,
Subjects were cued to report activitiecs that related to
teaching in schools, observations in schools, teaching or
obhservations in non-school learning environments (e.q., day
care, Sunday séhool, etc.y, or other leaderships roeles in

educational settings.
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TProcedure

Subjects reported their teaching experience and were

A 'fanked'atcordinq to number of hours of experience (M = - -
- . .287.66, SD = .319,24). A matched pairs experimental design __ 1 ___

was  used to place subjects into experimental (n = 75) and

control (n-=-67) groups based on- instrucltional experience.

" Group sizes were unequal due to slight attrition and

several incomplete protocols. Subjects of similal

experience level were randomly assigned to

one of the two

groups. The matched pair assignment was used to explicitly

“control for the teaching experience variable which has been

éhé&ﬁ to”impééﬁ-beliefévéf self;efficacy.

Approximately four weeks following the collecrion of
teaching experience data, the research protocol was
administered during the first part of the subjccte’ class.
The treatment group read the stimulus paragraph, rated
their agreement to it, briefly wrote their opinion about
why preservice teachers are considered effective, and
completed the TES. The control group followed the same
pretocol but read the unrelated paragraph. The procedure

was completed in about 20 minutes.

13
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“Apalysis - - - R — o

Descriptive discriminant analysis was conducted to

examine differences in efficacy between tTreatment and

_ ... control groups. _A canonical correlalion

was conducted to

evaluate the y»ssible mediating effect of paragraph
salicncy on efficacy. Subjects’ .paragraph agreement rating .

was treated as the:predictor variable with PTE and GTE

Q
m

the criterion variable set.

Generally, of course, a canonical corrslation analysis

includes at least two variables in each variable set.

- However, only paragraph agreement was used in the present
study’s predictor set. Canonical correlation was

lected

)]
W

over univariate regression analyses in order to allow for a
possible multivariate interaction in the dependent variable
(Fi=h, 1988g). fince canonical correlation represents the
most general form of the general linear model (excluding
structural equation medeling), use of one predictor
variable will not adversely impact results (Campbell &
Taylor, 1996; Henson, 1999).
Results

PTE scores (M = 4.51, SD = .55} yielded a reliability
of .81. The reliability of scores on the GTE scale (M =

3.69, SD = .68), whiiz lower, was within accepfable limits

14
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D

—
[

-efficacy 14

those reported in previous research (Gorrell & Hwang, 1985;

Guyton, 19%4; Pigge & Marso, 1993; Volkman et al., 1G92;

’

SWooltolk & Moy, 1990). oo -

‘No statistically significantldifferehces pbetween
tre:tment and . control groups were:found from. the

discriminant analysis, ¥°(2, 139) = .532, p = .767. The

very low eigenvalue (.0038)

(.0618) also highlight t

groups on the dependent variables.

Table .1 reports the standardized discriminant .function

coefficients end structure coefficiéﬁts for che
discriminant function. GTE yielded the largest
standardized and structure coefficients. The struuture
coefficient for GTE (.9882) revealed an almost perfect
correlation between GTE and the discriminant function while
PTE had only a moderate relationship with the latent
variable (.4051). These results indicate that GTE
possessed the primary varliance used tc yleld the minimal

effect obtained.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

| REST COPY AVAILABLE
15 f ~

Tor analysis-{alpha—=-6l). These-coefficients mirror oo oo o mmee oo



displays fesults fESm the cafonical
correlation solution for the treatment group with paragraph

agreement as the predicltor and GTE and PTE as criterion

variables. The obtained canonical

was statistically significant, F(2, 72) = 5.712, p = .003

and yielded a squared canoniceld correlation effect size of

.7%. An examination of the standa

rdized cancnical

7

=i
L,

function coefficients and the sqguared canonical structure

coefficients reveal differing contributions of PTE and GTE -

¥

to the criterion synthetic variabhle. Specifically, PTE was

highly positively correlated with the critericon synthetic .

variable (r. = .860) while GTE was only slightly correlated

and in the negative direction (r. = -.262). Th

D

canonical
correlation (R. = .370), then, 1s largely a result of PTE
scores by persons for whom the stimulus paragraph was

salient (as measured by self-reported scores of paragraph

agreement) and much less so of GTE scores of rersons

[l
8]
b

i

whom the paragraph was minimally salient.

INSERT T.BLE 2 ABOUT HKERE

16




The data do not indicate that the stimulus paragraph

‘made- either a substantive or statistical difference

tréatméht;andjggﬁtnolﬁg:oﬁps+i;Thgﬁéwresults,may be

attributable tovtwo~possibiliti§s._ Eirst, the “weék”

Creatment . (i.e., -stimulus paragraph) may simply not--have

been strong enough to .affect preservice teacher efficacy.

Second, as indicated in other research (Clifford & Green,

o]
(Ko

1996; Gorrell & Capron, 19

, 1990; Ramey-Gassert &

Shroyer, 1992; Watters & Ginns, 19985; Wilson, 19%4),

_efficacy may indeed e most readily affected by

experiential feedback as opposed to the non-experiential

feedback utilized in the current study.

It is interesting to note that GTE clearly made the

most contribution to the discriminating function far the

minimal effect that was observed. An examination of GTE’s

discriminant function and structure coefficients in
indicate this contribution as against that of PTE.

results suggest that GTE scores, as predicted, were

Tabhle 1

These

most,

affected by the treatment, supporting prior research

concerning non-experiential forms of feedback on seli-

efficacy in preservice teachers (Tschannen-Moran et

1998; Watters & Ginns, 1299, However, no definitis

17

a: .,

T

~hetween




Troconclusions

“thisregard o

due to the low effect and possible impact of samplihg

REYCES T T - e T T T

It is not unreasonable, though, tc note that

ﬁeedback treatment used hére was probably simply tro weak

. to .yield a more categorical outcome.. The data do suggest.

that had a stronger treatment been used, then

lare

a
sl
lbi

i

| ~ in order to ultimately test the true limits of the effects
; ,

|

of non-experiential feedback (e.g., via repeated contact,

cumulative effects, etc.) on self-efficacy in preservice
teachers.
Paragraph saliency was a meaningful predictor PTE

scores with PTE making the most contribution to the

PTE tended to agree with the stimulus paragrapb. Subjects
GTE scores made a much smaller, and inversely proportional
contribution to the criterion synthetic variable and
subsequently to the canonical correlation.

It 1s not immedlately intuitive to note that GTE
scores can be most affected by the treatment paraagraph flas

against PTE scores) evoen thouoh saliency of the paragraph

1¢

effect may have been attributable to the GTE variable. Of

14

!

~+ . course, future studies will need to verify this hypothesis .

synthetic criterion variable. Subjects that scored high in
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‘has -a-minimal-affect-dn GT

~putisimply;

P

necessary for the preservice teachers to personally agree

‘with the paragraph-in order for-their GTE scores to be

atfected by the treatment more than FTE scores. These dala

support the distinctiveness of the GTE and PTE construacts

{(Gibson & Dcmbo,..1984; Tschannen~Moran et al., 19%98).

“Specifically, GTE refers to a teacher’s belief in the

efficacy of other teachers and the teaching profession in

general while PTE

their own ability to perform effectively. Given that GTE
is “other-oriented”, it is theoretically consistent that

Vggé.ﬁgéserviée téaéhé;;’.gé;génal géiéé&éatmgighwghé"
paragrarh did nol lmpact the cffect 'en thelr GTE scores, at
least as relative to their PTE scores.

Our findings support the previously noted literature
that suggests that self-efficacy is strongly experientially
based. They are also suggestive thal non-expericntial
forms of feedback may indeed serve as sources of efficacy
in preservice teachers, fcr GTE in particular. However,
future studies with stronger treatments must be conducted
to empirically verify such a claim. Unexpectedly, the
present study has also‘provided a unique perspective on the

construct validity of the GTE and FTE constructs.

18

describes a teacher’s personal bhelief in.
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" their educational program and carry into the-time-when they -

According to current research, teacher educaltion
programs in colleges and universities do an excellent job
of-preparing their preservice teachers to perform well in
real-world settings. Teachers: coming out of these programs
routinely maintain that ‘they have the abilities and -

decision=making skills required of effective -teachers, ocven

without years of experience. Their feelings of
effect'iveness as teachers -has been shown to increase during

_take their first position. _Preservice and first-year.

tecachers often rep ~ri-ti-at-they:are- vervy -confident 4in their - — -

skills and abilities to teach well. . Specifically,
preservice teachers that participate in observational and

reflective activities feel more certain about their ability ..

to effectively teach even-if they originally were uncertain
about their abilities. In general, then, it seem clear
-that preservice teachers have the skills and abilities to
be effective facilitators of student learning.




